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This paper reports on an Australian initiative Developing and Sustaining Peda-
gogical Leadership in Early Childhood Education and Care Professionals,
where academics and professionals shared knowledge, experience and research
about transdisciplinary practice. The project aimed to develop an understanding
of the strategies and skills early childhood professionals and practitioners
required to strengthen pedagogical leadership when working in multi-agency or-
ganisations. The conceptual framework underpinning the design, analysis and
evaluation of the project was bricolage. Bricolage enabled the researchers, pro-
fessionals and practitioners and other organisational members to consider the
principles of multiplicity, complexity, relationality and criticality. The use of bri-
colage created an opportunity for a more comprehensive level of analysis to
occur. A model of professional development emerged from the analysis of the
data and was subsequently used to develop an open source learning website.
Keywords: integrated practice; transdisciplinarity; bricolage
Background
In Australia, the provision of early childhood education and care (ECEC) is
impacted upon by policies developed within the health, education and community
services sectors. Consequently, professionals from different disciplines are required
to work together when addressing issues for children and families. This diversity of
practice frameworks can be both supportive and a barrier, affecting how young chil-
dren and their families are included or excluded in the delivery of programmes and
the implementation of policy (Nolan, Cartmel, and Macfarlane 2012). This paper
discusses the use and subsequent ﬁndings of an investigative methodology, namely
bricolage, which was used within the project Developing and Sustaining Pedagogi-
cal Leadership in ECEC Professionals (Macfarlane, Cartmel, and Nolan 2008,
2012). This project focussed on the workforce issues for the ECEC sector at a time
of policy reform linked to integrated early childhood services. The authors argue that
the workforce in integrated early childhood settings is challenged to reconsider their
ways of working. In these settings, tertiary qualiﬁed professionals from a range of
disciplines including early childhood education, health and social work as well as
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ECEC practitioners, that is educators in child care centres, cannot afford to be part
of a mono-disciplinary approach. In the midst of complex government policy reform
in early childhood, ECEC practitioners and professionals need to display leadership
using a transdisciplinary understanding.
Mono-disciplinary approaches in integrated early childhood settings potentially
restrict the opportunities for knowledge exchange, create duplication of services and
contribute to increased costs. Without opportunities for knowledge exchange, alter-
native ideas and approaches in particular sectors are often not understood in others,
thereby increasing the protectiveness of individual knowledge bases and fostering
suspicion that decisions about particular practice approaches are not evidence-based
(Cheeseman 2007). Such factors may undermine, rather than enhance possibilities
for knowledge sharing and exchange, break down possibilities for successful integra-
tion of services and also result in less inclusive practices in work with young chil-
dren and their families. Furthermore, these factors can be demoralising for ECEC
practitioners and professionals who may be unable to encourage the inclusion of
contemporary ECEC knowledge and practices. This is particularly difﬁcult in set-
tings where more dominant knowledge bases, such as those underpinning allied
health, medicine or education disciplines are situated (Macfarlane, Cartmel, and No-
lan 2012). This diversity of practice frameworks can both enable and constrain prac-
tice in ways that affect how young children and their families are included or
excluded in the delivery of programmes and the implementation of policy (Sharp
et al. 2012). The acceptance that there are multiple ways of understanding is neces-
sary in order for ECEC professionals and practitioners to successfully advocate for
their knowledge base alongside other disciplines.
The authors of this paper received funding from the Australian Learning and
Teaching Council to undertake an investigation Developing and Sustaining Pedagogi-
cal Leadership in ECEC Professionals (Macfarlane, Cartmel, and Nolan 2008, 2012).
This project was a complex multi-layered undertaking. It required a methodology for
investigation that would take into account the complexity of contexts, disciplines and
related theory and literature to understand the lived experience of ECEC professionals
and practitioners working within the complexities of integrated settings and inter-pro-
fessional practice. Furthermore, the data gathered were drawn from multiple sources.
The project was informed by a range of data-sets, including theoretical and conceptual
understandings about policy reforms, transdisciplinary practice, teaching, leadership
and communities of practice made up of professionals from health, human services,
education, government and non-government organisations. Bricolage methodology
was found to be the most useful for the circumstances as it was able to ‘sash’1 dispa-
rate data sources using related theory and literature to create coherence about the pos-
sibilities of transdisciplinarity as an enabling framework in these instances.
The paper will discuss two aspects of the project. Firstly, it will describe the use
of bricolage methodology to investigate the notion of transdisciplinarity. Secondly, it
will focus on ECEC professionals and practitioners and discuss the elements that
will position their agency in leading practice in integrated settings.
Methodology
The complexity of the interconnectedness of inter-professional practice required the
authors to gather a range of data-sets about integrated practice in early childhood
settings. In order to do this, the authors positioned themselves as bricoleurs, creating
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a patchwork by using different tools, methods and techniques (Macfarlane, Cartmel,
and Nolan 2012). Such an approach deals with the complexity of research and
allows the researcher to work within and against (Lather 1996) competing or over-
lapping perspectives and philosophies (Stewart 2001). It is not intended that the
pieces of this patchwork will ﬁt together neatly (Macfarlane, 2006). Rather, a combi-
nation of interpretive and theoretical bricolage (Denzin and Lincoln 2011) allowed
different theoretical perspectives to inform the investigation and enhanced objectiv-
ity by recognising how particular aspects of history and context enable and constrain
both the process of investigation and the outcome. Using bricolage assists with the
management of disparate data that inform the process of explanation. A bricoleur
requires knowledge of a variety of perspectives and approaches ‘including processes
of phenomenography, grounded theory, ethnography, case and ﬁeld study, structural-
ism and poststructuralism’ (Stewart 2001, 5). What results is a method that does not
offer ‘any single model or foolproof approach to discovering the ‘correct’ explana-
tion of problems and differences’ (Riches and Dawson 2002, 210). The theoretical
and interpretive bricolage reinforces the notion that ‘truthful’ positions cannot be
reached by the use of one perspective (Kinchloe, McLaren, and Steinberg 2011).
Therefore, as bricoleurs, the authors were able to create the space for a more com-
prehensive level of analysis to occur about the leadership required to enable trans-
disciplinary practices.
The bricolage methodology was useful in this instance to examine the impact
and implementations of policy reforms. Moreover, since integrated practice requires
participation from multiple disciplines, multiple perspectives are at play. Levi-
Strauss’s (1966, 17) notion of the bricoleur is as a ‘Jack of all trades’, who provides
a series of lenses (data-sets) to consider the object under investigation. These data-
sets are then sashed together. This was a useful notion for examining the implica-
tions of current early childhood policy reform. In order to understand integrated
practice, the authors drew on a broad range of data gathered using a range of strate-
gies such as Most Signiﬁcant Change (MSC) questions (Dart and Davies 2003),
reﬂective questions undertaken using a Circles of Change model (Cartmel, Macfar-
lane, and Casley 2012; Macfarlane and Cartmel 2012), interviews, policy discussion
and relevant theory and literature. Thus, with such a diversity of data-sets, it was
necessary to use a method of analysis that accounted for such multiplicity (Kinchloe,
McLaren, and Steinberg 2011). As McLeod (2000, 7) attests, the bricoleur creates
‘… tension between creativity and conformity. The image of the bricoleur … is per-
missive … forcing [the researcher] to take higher level epistemological decisions …
But in many ways this creativity is one of the core characteristics of good qualitative
research’. Figure 1 details the bricolage approach and the template for creating the
patchwork that was developed for this project.
Producing the bricolage patchwork is not merely a matter of bringing together
unrelated or antithetical theory and literature in order to make an argument or ana-
lyse data. Bricolage entails piecing together information from different data-sets and
then applying epistemologically coherent theory and literature to the analysis of the
data. While the data-sets act as the patchwork squares, the interpretive and theoreti-
cal bricolage acts as the ‘sashing’, which ‘stitches’ the analysis together. Therefore,
bricolage requires a good deal of skilled analysis in order that theoretical applica-
tions do not oppose each other and also in locating aspects of different theories that
can be epistemologically aligned. Additionally, bricolage fosters and encourages the
use of multiple perspectives. This means that researchers are not necessarily
400 J. Cartmel et al.
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restricted to following one line of enquiry endorsed by one particular approach.
Consequently, bricolage can be considered a rigorous methodology as it is subject to
the rules of data collection that apply to each different process of analysis.
Bricolage in action
The authors gathered data for the project over a two-year period. The data patches
included:
 Analysis of current policy reforms;
 An examination of the philosophy of transdisciplinary practice and reference
to how this philosophy might be used in the ECEC context;
 A deconstruction of the current understanding of ‘teacher’ and ‘leader’; and
 Opinions from the ﬁeld gathered via a Round Table held jointly in Queensland
and Victoria on integrated practice.
Each data-set was considered discretely with the results being sashed together to
create a patchwork analysis. As previously mentioned, while there are many types
of bricolage, the authors used an interpretive and theoretical bricolage to analyse sets
of data. In view of the focus on multiple perspectives and multiple truths in this pro-
ject and in the analysis of policy, the authors utilised critical social theory and its
applications in producing this bricolage.
Patch one: policy reforms
The impetus to explore the workforce issues associated with integrated ECEC was
prompted by the Council of Australian Governments’ (COAG) adoption of the
Figure 1. Bricolage – Data sets sashed together with theory and literature.
Early Years 401
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:3
5 1
2 M
ay
 20
14
 
National Early Childhood Development Strategy: Investing in the Early Years initia-
tive (COAG 2009b) and subsequent frameworks and partnership agreements (COAG
2009a, 2009c). This reform agenda, modelling that undertaken in the UK’s Sure
Start initiative, emphasised that ECEC programmes need to reach beyond educa-
tional contexts and into the domains of health, childcare and protection. The policies
also ask that professionals provide holistic support to families in recognition of their
primary role of facilitating positive formative experiences for their children (COAG
2009a, 2009b, 2009c). The Australian Government has a key focus for all children
to ‘have access to high quality early learning and care’ (Productivity Commission
2011; Rudd and Maklin 2007), which has placed ECEC at the forefront of the
COAG’ agenda since 2007. As part of the Childhood Development Strategy, the
National Early Years Learning Framework (Department of Education, Employment
and Workplace Relations 2009) was developed as a response to COAG concerns to
address the issue of quality ECEC across Australia. This framework supported a
consolidated and agreed knowledge base across sectors. Consequently, it required a
workforce that used integrated practices and focussed on inter-professional work.
The importance of integrated practice emphasised in the early childhood reforms
was undermined by lack of clear deﬁnition. Integrated practice has been deﬁned in a
variety of ways and differs in deﬁnition across national and international boundaries.
Broadly, this notion relates to inter-professional practice that works to enable coher-
ent and seamless delivery of programmes to young children and their families. Spe-
ciﬁcally, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
report, Starting Strong II (2006), the Department of Families, Communities and
Indigenous Affairs document Stronger Families and Communities Project (2004),
the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (Victoria) initiative
Best Start (2003) and the Department of Communities, Disability Services and
Seniors (Queensland) policy document Towards an early years strategy (2006), have
all pointed to the need for early childhood professionals and practitioners to be pre-
pared to work in integrated (cross-disciplinary) settings. These initiatives and reports
stress the need for ECEC preparation programmes in universities and other tertiary
institutions, to nurture prospective professionals and practitioners in the ways of
integrated practice (COAG 2006; Department of Communities, Disability Services
and Seniors 2006; OECD 2006; Productivity Commission 2011). However, possibil-
ities for ECEC professionals and practitioners to develop strategies to enhance lead-
ership capacity building in this integrated practice sector have been limited (Press,
Sumsion, and Wong 2010; Sims 2010; Wong, Sumsion, and Press, 2012). There is a
very real risk that the important knowledge base that underpins work in the ECEC
sector could well be marginalised as a result, in favour of other highly medicalised
approaches such as those in medicine and its associated therapies (Cheeseman
2007). Such a situation is highly problematic as these medicalised approaches tend
to favour notions of developmentally appropriate practice, which do not reﬂect
contemporary understandings of best practice in the ECEC sector. The context is
represented in the data-set of Patch one: Policy reforms, see Figure 2.
Patch two: the philosophy of transdisciplinary practice
Transdisciplinarity is a new and emerging approach that has the potential to contrib-
ute to practice in the early childhood sector. Transdisciplinarity focuses on inquiry
rather than disciplines and uses the inquiry to manage the space between the
402 J. Cartmel et al.
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disciplines (Nolan, Cartmel, and Macfarlane 2012). It complements other disciplin-
ary approaches and creates space for the emergence of new data and new interac-
tions as a result of encounters between disciplines. ‘Transdisciplinarity does not
strive for a mastery of several disciplines but aims to open all disciplines to that
which they share and to that which lies beyond them’ (Nicolescu 2002, 149). While
multidisciplinarity can contribute to practice through the delivery of several disci-
plines in the same or similar programmes and interdisciplinarity concerns the link-
ages between disciplines in knowledge bases, methods, philosophies and concepts,
neither is adequately able to deal with the complexities of multiple disciplines, the
space between the disciplines or with the possibility of developing new perspectives
or practices that are situated beyond the disciplines (Holistic Education Network
2008). Therefore, a transdisciplinary ethic rejects any attitude that refuses dialogue
and discussion, regardless of whether the origin of this attitude is ideological, scien-
tistic, religious, economic, political or philosophical (Macfarlane 2013). Shared
knowledge should lead to a shared understanding based on an absolute respect for
collaborative and collegial approaches that promote both collectiveness and individ-
uality (Nicolescu 2002). As the early childhood sector becomes more inter-profes-
sional, the ways in which professionals within those ﬁelds practice must constantly
evolve.
Transdisciplinary practice requires a more critical approach to practice that draws
on several theoretical perspectives. It could be argued that the transdisciplinary
professional requires a critical consciousness (Freire 2005) that is akin to seeking
critical perspectives that encompass recognition of the oppressive elements of social
and systematic practice (Marinova and McGrath 2004). O’Brien (2002, 4) states, our
contexts are becoming ‘supercomplex’ and it is this supercomplexity that adds to the
challenges that are faced (Apgar, Argumedo, and Allen 2009). Moreover, such an
approach also requires philosophical shifts, as expertise is reinvented and may move
across disciplinary boundaries (O’Brien 2002). Furthermore, the transdisciplinary
professional must seek not only to be informed by their own discipline but also to
understand and utilise what is effective from the other disciplines around them
(Apgar, Argumedo, and Allen 2009). In Lather’s (1996) terms such a professional
must seek to work ‘within and against normalised convention and enquiry’. Working
Figure 2. Patch one: policy reforms.
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‘with and against’ enables the possibility of a ‘double science’ (Lather 1996), a
simultaneous macro and micro analysis of the situation at hand that goes beyond tra-
ditional analysis. Thus, professionals who engage in transdisciplinary practice must
have strategies at hand that enable the ‘double science’ to take place. The ‘double
science’ strategy helps the ECEC workforce to consider the perspectives of other pro-
fessionals and to translate their practices into a shared language all can understand.
Transdisciplinarity has a philosophical approach to practice that engages multiple
disciplines in a variety of spaces and places. It can provide a systematic approach to
better social and environmental health, which is the desired outcome of early child-
hood programmes in the contemporary context. To practise in a transdisciplinary
way means that there is an ability to move beyond silos to another space of collabo-
ration and participation (Marinova and McGrath 2004), where the focus of the prac-
tice is on the client/s and not on established truths and meta-narratives within the
disciplines that might inhibit the possibility of multiple perspectives informing prac-
tice. Therefore, transdisciplinary practice requires a particular type of professional,
one who can use critical insight to ‘think otherwise’ (Foucault 1984; McWilliam
1998) about the challenges and issues that they face in day-to-day practice.
An examination of the philosophy of transdisciplinary practice indicates its
importance to the integrated practice that is currently being undertaken in early
childhood settings. This data-set is represented in Patch two: The philosophy of
transdisciplinary practice, see Figure 3. Practice across disciplines cannot simply be
sustained merely by co-locating staff (Press, Sumsion, and Wong, 2010; Whalley
2006). What is required is an approach that enables the consolidation of multiple
knowledge bases, perspectives and understandings in order that children and families
are the focus of attention, rather than an adherence to one particular discipline.
Patch three: deconstructing the understanding of ‘teacher/leader’
The inter-professional work that is currently being mandated in the early childhood
sector is informed by particular disciplinary practices and knowledge bases in health,
ECEC, community services, social work, child protection and education in general,
with each professional in these disciplines working within their own version of
Figure 3. Patch two: the philosophy of transdisciplinary practice.
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‘truthful’ (Foucault 1984) practice. A number of researchers, for example Cheese-
man (2007), Fenech, Sumsion, and Shepherd (2010) and Moss (2006, 2010), have
highlighted the problematic nature of current policy reform in relation to its contri-
bution to the professional identity of early childhood teachers and other early child-
hood professionals, and to the possible marginalisation of the ECEC knowledge
base.
The marginalisation of the ECEC knowledge base is problematic, since it limits
the possibility of early childhood professionals and practitioners being identiﬁed as
leaders in integrated early childhood settings. This situation leads to confusion and
fragmentation for the workforce. Furthermore, it is argued that ECEC pre-service
training programmes for early childhood teachers are not broad enough to cater for
the complexities of inter-professional early childhood practice. Sims (2010) attests
that the recent early childhood reform agenda indicates the need for a new kind of
early childhood teacher, one who is more cognisant of a multiplicity of disciplines.
She states that the reform agenda highlights the need for ‘a new profession for a
new world’ (2010, 6) and that the label of ‘teacher’ is loaded with perceptions that
limit its usefulness in the current policy climate (Macfarlane 2013). Sims (2010)
points to the refusal of a mono-disciplinary approach by suggesting a broader
application of knowledge and skills in the preparation of early childhood profession-
als. Preparation essentials would include: education and training in direct service
delivery to children, families and communities; family support and parent education
programmes; strengths-based practice; community development programmes; mental
health issues; family dynamics; social disadvantage; prejudice and anti-bias. Watson
(2006) reports that early childhood teacher education programmes have a strong
focus on key learning areas and curriculum, which does not permit time for an in-
depth approach to knowledge and practice related to community development and
family support. Moreover, Australian early childhood reforms and related policy
development are hampered by the siloed understandings that deﬁne the knowledge
necessary to produce an early childhood professional as either a teacher or a carer,
rather than a transdisciplinary professional. ECEC workforce preparation
programmes that only focus on producing teachers, whose core business is to teach,
are ignoring other necessary components of early childhood practice, such as prac-
tice in health and practice in community services. These ECEC professionals need
to be able to be leaders. The data gathered in deconstructing the understanding of
ECEC teachers and leaders are represented in Figure 4.
Patch four: opinions from the ﬁeld
The project team hosted a national Round Table entitled Fostering Leadership
and Integrated Practice in Early Years Settings as a means of consulting the
ECEC sector about the issues that were surfacing in the move to integrated
practice. These data are represented in Patch four: Opinions from the ﬁeld (see
Figure 5). The feedback highlighted some of the constraints and enablers encoun-
tered by ECEC practitioners and professionals who were trying to engage with
the policy reforms.
Many of the Round Table participants (40 in all) considered integrated practice
as their ‘core business’ and were looking forward to ‘using different lenses to view
things’ and ‘value adding to each other’. However, in order to practise in this way,
Early Years 405
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:3
5 1
2 M
ay
 20
14
 
the participants considered some aspects vital to ensuring the success of ECEC
integrated practice. These aspects were:
 Open and honest willingness to accept the contributions of others and to
‘de-comfort’ ourselves;
 Sharing and respecting the professional knowledge of others;
 Feeling comfortable with uncertainty;
 Making each person’s experience explicit in a conﬁdent way and knowing and
being comfortable with each person’s limitations;
 Relationship building; and
 Strong leadership skills.
The participants at the Round Table also had suggestions about how the
above-mentioned aspects of practice might be facilitated in the ECEC workplace.
They suggested:
Figure 4. Patch three: deconstruction of understanding of teacher.
Figure 5. Patch four: opinions from the ﬁeld.
406 J. Cartmel et al.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [D
ea
kin
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 1
8:3
5 1
2 M
ay
 20
14
 
 Time – to build relationships with all stakeholders; to dialogue; to assist
people to feel welcome; and to seek funding to assist such a process;
 Money and resources – to assist with time for relationship building and for
conversations that facilitated the development of a shared mission and shared
values; to assist each person to learn how to work as a member of a team in
this new practice space; and to acknowledge inter-professional practice as
‘core business’; and
 Flexibility – to enable funding across departments; joint training; allowing
space to make inter-professional practice overt in the workplace; to enable the
establishment of formal partnerships; and to enable Memoranda Of
Understanding to be put in place.
It was determined by those who work in the early childhood ﬁeld that these
practices would help ‘shift the culture of practice’ required for effective integrated
practice to occur in the workplace. Moreover, participants suggested that much of
the actual implementation of integrated practice in the workplace up until now relied
on the goodwill of the individuals, which points to the urgency of providing time,
ﬂexibility and ﬁnancial resources.
Creating the patchwork… The ﬁndings
A focus on the philosophy behind transdisciplinarity and its concomitant strategies
provides new understandings of integrated practice that harness the passion and ded-
ication of early childhood professionals. Using the bricolage methodology, the
patchwork of analysis highlighted some interesting crossovers in the data collection.
There are some common themes including: a broader understanding of skills and
knowledge (Round Table participants; Sims 2010); a need to engage with multiple
perspectives (Nolan, Cartmel, and Macfarlane 2012; Round Table participants; Sims
2010); a shared knowledge and vision (Cheeseman 2007; Fenech, Sumsion, and
Shepherd 2010; Round Table participants; Sims 2010); and strong leadership (Mac-
farlane, Cartmel, and Nolan 2012; Round Table participants). Alongside the other
points highlighted at the 2009 Round Table, a picture is beginning to emerge about
how to identify the necessary components of high-quality integrated practice.
The sashing of the data presented suggests that some early childhood profession-
als and practitioners (particularly those in children’s services settings) are signiﬁ-
cantly under-trained, a fact that is resulting in considerable stress and multiple
workplace issues (Press and Skattebol 2007; Press, Sumsion, and Wong 2010; Sharp
et al. 2012). Many ECEC professionals are poorly paid and could not leave work to
undertake further study, even though they expressed the wish to do so (Macfarlane
and Cartmel 2007). Thus, the leaders of this ECEC sector are often unable to
enhance their skills in leadership and also ﬁnd it difﬁcult to have their tacit knowl-
edge and evidence-based practice acknowledged by other disciplinary approaches
with a so-called stronger identity. Such a situation does present a signiﬁcant issue
for this sector if a transdisciplinary approach to practice is to be adopted. Transdisci-
plinary practice in the ECEC sector requires stakeholders at all levels of the ECEC
sector contributing to the leadership efﬁcacy by building bridges that connect the
silos of practice. Building capacity for leadership will create the scaffolds on which
transdisciplinary practices can be created; however, the challenge for the sector is to
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make space for its under-valued members to contribute to and participate in the
move to a more transdisciplinary approach to practice.
Thus, Figure 6 illustrates these issues as they have been represented in this
patchwork analysis. Additionally, this ﬁgure includes a ‘sashed border’, which con-
tains the conclusions resulting from this analysis, categorising these conclusions into
certain important elements. Therefore, this bricolage recommends a way to under-
stand the contribution of the ECEC professionals and practitioners in integrated
early childhood settings. Subsequently, if the ECEC professionals and practitioners
feel empowered to engage in transdisciplinary practice there is a need for:
 A process of critical thinking and reﬂection;
 A strong professional identity for all early childhood professionals and
practitioners;
 The consideration of multiple perspectives; and
 Respectful relationships.
Figure 6. Characteristics of ECEC professionals engaged in transdisciplinary practice.
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The analysis stressed the perspective that to be transdisciplinary, professionals
need to be skilled at using the strategy of critical thinking and reﬂection. This criti-
cality leads professionals to a more profound understanding of their own practice
and what informs that practice, which can act to strengthen their sense of profes-
sional identity. This then allows these professionals to move beyond the boundaries
of their own disciplines and take their knowledge base to new spaces and engage in
discussions and debate with professionals from other disciplines. These notions are
highly signiﬁcant to multilayered early childhood settings that involve professionals
from different disciplines focused on the well-being of children and their families.
There needs to be a willingness to embrace critical reﬂective practice to effectively
lead the changes required in the early childhood sector. ECEC leaders need to be
skilled at using critically reﬂective practice to build the teams of professionals and
practitioners to effectively practise together in respectful ways in integrated early
childhood settings.
Conclusion
This paper has highlighted, through the use of a bricolage approach, the complexity
of contemporary ECEC contexts. Looking to the future to produce transdisciplinary
professionals to lead in early childhood settings, the authors have argued that in
ECEC particular strategies of practice are required to ensure sustainable practice for
those working in integrated settings. Using bricolage methodology, the authors iden-
tiﬁed four key elements of practice that are essential to maintaining quality in ECEC
contexts, particularly those that include inter-professional engagement, namely: the
consideration of multiple perspectives; respectful relationships; critical thinking and
reﬂection and a strong professional identity. These key elements enhance possibili-
ties for ECEC professionals and practitioners working in inter-professional contexts
to lead the integration of the early childhood knowledge base. Without these ele-
ments of practice it is possible, even likely, that the contemporary ECEC knowledge
base will be marginalised by other disciplines with stronger professional identities.
These elements are not necessarily new strategies; however, the articulation of the
combination raised awareness and strengthened understandings about the leadership
potential of ECEC professionals. The briocolage methodology was highly effective
in investigating the complexity of the contexts, disciplines and related theory and lit-
erature that ECEC professionals and practitioners utilised within the complexities of
integrated settings and inter-professional practice. The ﬁndings make valuable rec-
ommendations about the characteristics of the ECEC professionals and practitioners
to lead transdisciplinary practices that will provide effective outcomes for young
children and their families.
Postscript
The project Developing and Sustaining Pedagogical Leadership in ECEC Profes-
sionals created an open source website www.ecceleadership.org. This website was
designed to enhance ECEC knowledge and evidence-based practice. The resources
and activities encourage critical thinking about practice. It is intended to build
capacity for leadership in the move to a more transdisciplinary approach for work
with young children and their families.
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Note
1. Sash is the term used in patch-working to describe the boundaries/borders of the quilt
that determine how each patch is combined to make a cohesive whole.
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